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tion. The latter might give a chain of ideas, but only the former
can combine those ideas so as to give a properly conscious self
which is aware of its own identity in apprehending what is mani-
fold in them. The synthetic unity of apperception, however, is not
strictly speaking something produced by the understanding: it is
simply the understanding itself. For to understand is nothing
more than to introduce unity into the manifold of presented ideas:
and ideas as synthesized into an intelligible unity are the under-
standing. To make this clearer we need only consider the operation
of the activity of the understanding, namely thinking or judging.
We have said that to think is to unify ideas by receiving them
into the synthetic unity of apperception. This process proceeds
by relating our ideas to objects (since understanding is the faculty
of knowledge), and therefore the understanding or, what is the
same thing, the synthetic unity of apperception is possible only in
so far as the ideas presented to us are capable of being thought as
connected with one another in objects. Thus the fact that there is
thinking leads to the conclusion that an object of thought in some
more complex sense than that of a bare substratum of qualities
and relations must exist. It is needed for the purpose of imposing
a necessary unity on our ideas and thereby making possible the
unity of apperception, which is the understanding. What, then,
must we hold the nature of the object to be ? As I have said above^
the answer to this question is what the whole Deduction is sup-
posed to provide, and the clue to it is given by Kant's fundamental
conviction that by necessary connexion we must always and only
mean connexion which is the product of a priori synthesis. The
object is, therefore, to be conceived as a ground of synthetic unity.
By this he does not mean that an object, such as an orange, is
something which we make by putting together ideas of yellow,
round, sweet, and so on. It is with the 'affinity* or necessary
relatedness of phenomena, not the associability of representations
that he is concerned. His view is rather that, in regarding the
orange as an object, we conceive the qualities which we judge to
belong to it as springing from or dependent on some necessary
connexion in rerum natura, not merely as accidentally juxtaposed.
To maintain that this connexion is synthetic implies that we are *
capable of understanding its nature, which is possible for us only;
if it exhibits the characteristics of construction according to
a rule.
If we now proceed to ask what this rule can be, the answer is